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is, of course, why they came to these
colonies.

This is a fundamental issue. That is
why this substitute is so good, because
among those principles that we hold
dear in America and the reason we are
so great is because we do not believe in
discrimination, knowing full well that
some practice it, but that discrimina-
tion is not one of those truths that we
hold self-evident.

In the fifties and sixties and through-
out our history, men and women have
died for that principle. Let us have the
courage to vote for that principle. Vote
for this substitute and vote against the
underlying bill.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, first I
want to praise the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means for his
ability to work his contributions with-
in the budget context. We would have
all preferred to go to $500, but he has
taken a stair-step method that enables
people who do not take large tax de-
ductions to take the small increments
that many small churches were asking
us to do.

It is appalling that Members have
stood on this floor and mocked those
who do not have large resources, but
who would like to contribute to their
local resources. I praise the gentleman
for his effort.

But I think it is also important to
make clear today that in fact we are
not looking just to protect religious
liberty in this bill; but the way it has
been debated on this floor, it would re-
peal religious liberty that has stood for
many years.

For example, if we make religious
liberty subject to State and local laws,
contractual provisions that prohibit a
religious organization from maintain-
ing its internal autonomy, which is not
true currently, could be used to require
religious health services to distribute
condoms. If we repeal the religious lib-
erty amendment and make it subser-
vient to State and local laws, it is a
slippery slope for other issues such as
Medicaid, where it could require Catho-
lic hospitals to perform abortions. This
has huge ramifications in our society,
if you make religious liberty subject to
State and local laws.

Religious liberty. We are in a very
difficult area. It is a very uncomfort-
able area to debate, whether people of
faith who have had centuries of posi-
tions on difficult issues like homosex-
uality, or other churches that may or
may not, for example, have male nuns
or female priests, whether they have
to, in order to participate in any gov-
ernment program, lose their religious
liberty.

It will have a chilling effect not only
on what could be done, but we are look-
ing at reach-back provisions here if we
start to apply this standard on what we

are already doing in the AIDS area,
where many churches have reached out
over the years and have never been told
before that suddenly they have to
change their internal structure of their
church to be eligible for government
money. We are heading down a very
slippery slope if we repeal religious lib-
erty in America.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, on page 40 of H.R. 7 is
the very crux of why we believe that
this is a particularly pernicious, per-
nicious, amendment. A young lady
comes walking along, and suppose her
purse falls and something pops out of
the purse. Lo and behold, it is birth
control pills. Under this piece of legis-
lation, if that particular religion does
not accept forms of prevention, that
woman could be fired on the spot be-
cause they do not accept it. You tell
me where it is she is protected in this
legislation?

In the early days of the Bush admin-
istration, the Office of Faith-Based Ini-
tiatives was created with the great
idea that religious community-based
organizations are the best source of so-
cial services.

I support the Rangel-Conyers-Frank-
Nadler-Scott substitute. I was the
mayor of Paterson before I came to the
Congress, a city whose residents rely
on exactly the social programs this leg-
islation is designated to help. Believe
me, my city counted on these social
services, nonprofit organizations, many
of them religiously affiliated, to sup-
plement the city, State and Federal
programs that already exist.

But as a former mayor, as a former
State legislator, I have grave reserva-
tions about the number of provisions in
the Community Solutions Act which
would supersede State and local civil
rights laws and, in essence, allow reli-
gious institutions to discriminate, de-
spite receiving Federal dollars.

The Rangel substitute corrects every
inequity and every discriminatory pos-
sibility. It recognizes the unique con-
tributions of religious organizations to
the community. Unlike the base bill,
this amendment not only creates a new
program, but it also pays for the pro-
gram.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
privilege to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the
majority whip of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I come to this debate
today in a very solemn mood, but a
very excited mood at the same time, it
is kind of a conflicting emotion, be-
cause this is the beginning of a debate
that we have been looking for for a

long, long time; in fact, my entire
adult life. This is the beginning of a
very real debate in this country over
two very distinctly different world
views.

For 40 to 50 years, we have had the
world view, as exemplified by the oppo-
sition all day long today, a world view
that has been going on for 40 or 50
years, and that world view basically is
man can build Utopia, and what can
undermine that building of Utopia is
bringing God into the mix. So they
have spent 40 to 50 years getting God
out of our institutions, and they have
fought very long and been very success-
ful at it.

Yet now we have a President that
comes along and says, no, faith is im-
portant; what you believe is important.
What you believe is what you are, and
we need to bring it back in, because the
world view that says we are going to
build Utopia by building huge govern-
ment to do everything for you, faith
does not have to enter into it.

Do you know what the result of that
is? Look at what has happened over the
last 40 or 50 years to the culture, the
fabric of the culture of this country. I
do not have time to list it here, but we
all know what I am talking about. The
culture, very fabric has been ripped
apart, the culture of this country.

Now we want to bring it back in, and
part of rebuilding that culture is faith,
faith in something bigger than your-
self, and that, to many of us, is God;
and we want to bring God back into it.
But they want to continue to discrimi-
nate against those that want to bring
in faith-based institutions, that have
proven to be successful.
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Right in my own district, Chuck
Colson’s Prison Fellowship took over
an entire prison on faith. Do we know
what the recidivism rate of that prison
is? Mr. Speaker, it is 3 percent. Be-
cause we know that changing the heart
and mind and soul of men through
faith is how they are changed.

That is what we are talking about
here. It is more fundamental than the
petty arguments that we have heard
here today. This is vitally important,
the future of our country and the re-
building of our culture. We must pass
this bill without amendment. Vote for
the bill and against the substitute.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, 40 or 50
years, I would tell the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY), indeed, 200 years
and plus, because some of us think that
just maybe our Founding Fathers, Mr.
Jefferson and Mr. Madison and all
those that played a role in our Bill of
Rights, may have known just slightly
more than the greats of today such as
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), Mr. Gingrich, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT).
Perhaps they understood the role, the
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